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The enclosed colloquy occurred in connection with approval by
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the above-reference proceeding.
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Commisgion’s rules, one original and one copy of this Notice is
being filed with the Commission.
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PR Docket No. 93-61
Colloguy on Part 15 devices

Mr, Bliley: Mr. Chairman, I want to follow up on remarks that I
made during the subcommittee hearing on this bill regarding an
issue befor: the FCC that has the potential to dramatically degrade
the quality of service to millions of utility customers.

In Docket 93-61, the FCC is considering whether to let a new
type of 1licensed communications servige called "Location and
Monitoring Service' -- or "LMS8" -. operate on the same frequency
band as millions of low power transmitter devices already in
operation.

I am concerned because LMS proponents are asking the PCC to
give them the right to force these devices to quit operating if
they cause interference to LMS operations. If there is
interference and the incumbent devices have to shut down, consumers
will lose a lot of money.

One tyre Of low power transmitter that might have to ghut down
if the FCC takes this action is electronic meter readers, which are
devi¢es that dramatically improve service for utility customers.
One utility with this advanced technology can read 3,000 meters per
hour. By ccntrast, a traditional meter reader on foot reads just
400 meters per day.

This new technology 1lowers consumers’ utility bills,
eliminates the need for utilities to revisit homes several times
before gaining access to meters, and erases the potential for
griminals to impersonate meter readers in order to gain entry to

omes .

Mr. Chairman, a recent article in the Washington Post shows
the type of problem that can happen [describe the articlel.

Automatic meter reading devices have changed all that.
Quality of «ervice has gone up, complaints have gone down and
customers now pay only for the energy they actually use -- no more
estimated bills.

Mr. Chairman, millione of these devices have already been
ingtalled. One manufacturer alone has sold over 2.7 million of
them to numeroug electric and gas utilities across the nation.
Utilities have invested millions of dollars of both ratepayer and
investor money in these devices. If the FCC gives new LMS
licensees a legal right to force this equipment to shut down if it
interferes with LMS operations, the utilities’ entire investment in
this new technology will be in jeopardy -- and the consumer will be
the biggest loger.




Mr. Wyden: If the gentleman will yleld, I would like to associate
myeelf with hig remarks, I understand that Northwest Natural Gas
Company in my home state of Oregon has begun installing these
devices in customer businesses. Ultimately, the company plans to
install as many ag 450,000 electronic meter readers in customers’
homes at a cost to ratepayers of $20 million. Many of those
tranemitters may have to be shut down if the new LMS service is
granted tha2 legal rights that it wante. =

The potential cost to consumers of this FCC decision goes way
beyond utility customers, though. Numeroua other everyday consumer
devices are also Part 15 devices, such as advanced cordlesa phones,
baby monitcrs. garage door openers and wirelees home security alarm
eystems, Ag of 1993, more than eix million Part 15 devices
operated irn thie band, including 1.5 million cordless telephones,
300,000 wireless stereo speakers and 150,000 wireless home security
alarm systems,

These devices require a significant consumer investment, and
almost all of them have been sold in the past four years, whieh
means that consumers have not had much chan¢e to get full use out
their purchases. Moreover, an additional two million devices that
operate in this band will be 8014 in 1994, including as many as
780,000 cordless phones. '

At lesst 100 companies make Part 15 consumer electronic¢
devices, and those companies have invested more than $2 billion on
R&D and marketing of their products, If the FCC allows the new LMS
providera inte this band and allows them to kick out existing
ugarg, much ¢of that consumer and buginegs investment will be lost.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that before the FCC makes any decision in
Docket 93-61 it will carefully examine the potential consumer
impacts of ite action. I hope it will carefully examine the
technical gquestion of whether the exigting users of these
frequencies will interfere with the proposed LMS service, because
it 1MS is allowed to use that band, and if interference happens,
there will be thousands and thousands of unhappy consumers who will
be forced tc throw out or dramatically modify products for whi¢h
they paid good money.

I don't want to have to explain to my conatituents why the FCC
has taken an action that forces them in effect to throw good money
down the drailn,




